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Child Custody 1n D1VOrce°
Parents Describe Their Decisions

Abstract

A sample of 55 d1vorc1ng couples prov1ded 1nterv1ew and questlonnaire
data regardlng the factors they cons1dered in reaching a dec1s1on about the
custody of their children. Mothers and fathers were in agreement on the
relative importance of various criteria (e.g., continuity in the child's
environment, quality of the parent-child relationship) but did not agree on
the extent to which each criterion favored one or the other to have
custody. Parents ritéd themSelves as more suitdble to have cuStody than
they were perceived by their partner. Generally fathers were less satisfled
than mothers with the custody arrangement (75% of the couples agreed on
mother custody, 13% on joint custody, and 107% had not yet decided).
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Recent estimates indicate that about 407 of new marriages WlLi end in divorce

and that about 45% of today's children will spend some part of their first 18

years in a single-parent household (Bureau of the Census, 1979). One of the

most important (and frequently most difficult) decisions faced by divorcing
paréents is determlning who will have custody of their children. Although a

D1vorce is an increasingly frequent part of the lives of American families.

variety of other crrangements are possible (e.g:, 301nt Custody,ﬁdivided or

Shared custody, and split custody),ione parent having full custody of atl the

children from the marriage, with the other parent having visitation rights, is
by far the mcst frequent arrangment (Moore & Davenport,; 1979; Lewis, Note 2).

77777 Research on children's adjustment following a divorce suggests that the
choice of ,ustodlal parent may be important to ch11dren 5 subsequent adJust—
menit. Hesgs and Camdara (1979) looked at children ages 9 to 11 in intact
familles and in fam111es two years after the parents d1vorce. They found that

tion1ng than parent parent relatlonships in three out of four areas: peer
relationship, work effectiveness in school, and aggression. Parent -parent
discord was more importart only in accounting for symp toms of stress in the
children. [The author also found that marital status (divorced vs. intact)
was less 1mportant than any of the relationship variables (parent-child and

parent-parent.)]

Hetherlngton, Cox & Cox (1978) followed a grOup of presehool chlldren for

two years after the dlvorce of their parents. Using multlple measures of emo-
tlonal social, cogrnitive, and sex-role developmerit, they found that character-

istics of the custod1a1 parent and of the custodial parent- ch11d relatlonshlp

showed a much stronger influence on the child's adJustment in almost every area

than did characteristics of the noncustodIal parent or of his reiationship with

‘the child: The noncustodial parent continued to have an impact after two years

only in the area of sex-role development.-

Aithough frequent and cont1nu1ng contact with the noncustodial parent is

preferred by and important to most children (Kelly & Waiiersteln, 1977; Moore

& Davenport 1979; Rosen; 1977),; the literature suggests that; as long as 51ng1e—

parent custody is the norm,; some priority should be given to seiecting the parent

who can best serve the developmental needs of the child: In the estimated 90% of

divorce cases. In which custody is not contested (Lewis; 1978); this decision is

made by the /eouzE (Lowery, 1979) . At present, parents seldom receive any assis-

tance or outside input in making their decision from either mental health profes—

sionais (an estimated 16%) or their attorneys (an estimated 13%) (Marschaill &
Gatz; 1975):

__The only study to date which has examined the process by which parents make

their decision about custodyiwas a survey conducted by Marschaii and Gatz (1975).

They asked divorce members of Parents Without Partners to note the importance of

"fifteen traditional custody criteria" (p. 52) in determining the decision about

the custody of their children: Aii subjects had decided custody by agreement with

their spouse. The median time since their divorce was three years:

The 1nvest1gat10n found that parents organized their dec151ons around five

dimensions; in foiiow1ng order of 1mportance : cont1na1ty in the children's sociai

and physical environment; keeping young children with their mother; the children's
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soc1al—emot10nal tleS' the moral character of each parent‘ and each parent's

ab111ty to supervise and prov1de for the chlldren. The authors noted that

the order of 1mportance for these factors was related to whether or not the
subJect had custody. Their subJects also. reported that; with the benefit of

hxndsight they wouid have gIven greater priority to the chxid s w1shes and less

understandlng parents dec1510ns about custody, it suffers from some major 1imi-

tatlons. First, the survey questionnaire format imposes constraints .on the

parents' responses. The parents were limited to the 15 criteria listed: The

investigators did not specify how they derived these items and they reported no

procedures which would indicate that these items were exhaustlve in tapping alil

major aspects of the parents' decisiomns:

data: The authors did not report the range of time since the divorce for their

sample but the median time of three years suggests that the range was substantiail.

The exact nature and degree of distortion in describing a decision that was made.

months and years previous is unknown but is llkely to be considerable: Their own

data; with obtained differences between custodial and noncustodial parents on what

was described as a consensual decision, suggests that significant and systematic

distortions may occur: Unfortunately; the nature of their data precludes any con-

clusion about whether their obtained differences represent original differences in

perceptxon at the time of the decision between custodlal and noncustodial parents

or differences that evolve with their experience in the roles of full- and part-

time parents.

with their ex—spouse, the nature of the "agreement" is unknown: Given that irrecon~

cilable . differences 1n the marriage prov1des the context for the custody decision,

it is naive to assume that the nature of the agreement is either homogeneous for the

entire sampie or unrelated to subject s perceptions o the dec1sxon. It would be

necessary to sample both partners in the decisxic: ir order to examine parental dif-

ferences that occur as. a function of the degree of consenses that is involved in

reaching an "agreement' about custody.

of unusual interest on the part of the court or public complaint by a ramnly
member (Lowery, 1979; Marschall & Gatz,; 1975; Lew1s, Note 1). At present it is

unclear how well parents make that decision, using criteria that approximate
reasonable guidelines for determining the best interests of the child:

it ]
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Method

ﬁivbrciﬁg couplesiwith one or more minor children were identified from court

recorxds in four jurisdictioﬁs;‘ The largest Jurisdiction serves. an urban -county

drea with a population of about 220,000. Three rural counties within a 60-mile

radius were also included. Out of 497 eliglble cases, sampled over a 13 month

period, 61 involved couples where at least one party had moved beyond the 60-_

mile radius established for the study.. Sixty-six of the couples had been sepa-

rated for more than six months prior to f111ng a petition and were excluded from

the study. One couple had no address listed on their petition and no phone number

could be found. Forty-seven of the couples reported.that they had reconciled at the

time they were contacted and were not incloaded in the study. - Of the rema1n1ng 322

couples 1960 (58/) could not both be resached. by phone and did not. respond .to

letters withln the 6 month perlod between the filing of - the petltlon and _the

deadllne for. settlng -up an interV1ew Of the 125 couples who were contacted by

phone or responded to the letter; one couple was excluded because the wife re-

ported that she was illiterate and with 68. couples (54%) one of the parties

declined to participate: With an addltIonal 8 couples, both parties agreed to.

part:c1pate but only one interview was completed - with six couples, one spouse

withdrew consent; with one couple; the spouse suffered a major illness before the

1nterv1ew could be scheduled; with one couple; the spouse moved and could not be

The InterV1ew sess1on w1th :he f*nal =azp*~ of 5q couples cons1sted of two

components‘ an open ended interview and two self-report questionnaires. Pilot

work showed no effects due to order of interview and questionnaire administration.

All subjects were interviewed first; then filled out the questionnaires:

1; Interview: The interview collected the foliow1ng information from each parent.

age; education, occupatlon, number and ages. of children from this marriage and any

other relationship, length of marriage, time and context of the decision about cus-

tody; and degree of consensus with the ex-spouse._ about that d601SIOD. The inter—

viewer then asked the parent to spec1fy each cons1derat10n used in. deciding custody;

then to describe how. important that criterion was and whether it favored the subject

or the ex-spouce to have .custody: The interviewer continued with each criterion

offered by the parent until the parent wa:c unable to think of anything else that

influenced the custody decision:

Each iﬁ@éiﬁ;é&f@éé7E§§§j§§§6f3é§:;7sggsggge9;;g, parents;;reports were reveiwed

by the researchers and submitted to content analysis:.  Each factor identified by a

parent was categorlzed as the same as._one of the existing items on the Custody De-

cision Form or as a new item: _The parent's description of the importance of _each

factor was coded on a three-category ord1nal scale (mIldly 1mportant* moderately

1mportant Very 1mportant) lhe parent s descr1pt10n of the factor's favorablllt&

mother).
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2. Qgestlonna;res. The interview responses of an initial pilot sample of 12
couples were used to determine the adequacy of the Custody Decision Form (CDF)
Items that occurred with greater than 5% frequency in the interview that were ot

on the Custody Decision Form were used to generate new items for the CDF fer use

with the presert sample of subjects. This step corrects for a major. limitation of

previous research. correlatxonal data analyses can yield markedly different results

depending on whether or not measures of all relevant variables are included_ in the

analyses (Hlnkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1979). The final version of the CDF 1ncluded 20

items; with an addltlonal 6 items that were relevant to the circumstances of only

some of the couples (e. 8.5 keeping the children together; where the couple had more

than one child):

777777777 Each parent was asked to fill out two forms (B and C) of the CDF. Earller
stegswln the development of the CDF have been described previously (Lowery, 1981
Lowery; in press, Settle & Lowery, 1982). On Form C, parents rated the importarice

of 20 general cr1ter1a' each of an additional six cr1ter1a was rated only if it

applIed to the parent's partlcular c1rcumstances. Ratings were done on an 11- point

scale (1 = "Of little importance" to 11 = "Highly 1mportant") The items are listed
in Table 1:

after rat1ng the importance of the criteria, parents filled out Form B of the
€DF: This questionnaire consisted of the same items as Form C but required parents
to rate the extent to which each consideration favored the mother or the father to
have custody on a bipolar; 1ll-point scale (l "Highly favorable for the father" to
11 = "Highly favorable for the mother,” 6 = "Equally favorable"). Pilot work had

shown subjects to make little differentiation between themselves and the1r ex—-spouses

on favorabIlIty to have custody when ratings were done separately for each parent

(Lowery; Note l) The rating format of Form B was changed to the single, blpolar

scale to force a more explicit comparison.

Results

Sample: The final sample of 55 couples showed the following characteristics.
The mean age of the mothers was 31.0; fathers' mean age was 33.6 (F(1,108) = 4.19,
E.‘ .043). The average length of the1r marriage was 10.11 years. Although the
court records showed that couples; on the average; had been separated 58 days before

the petition was filed, the couples reported an average separation period of 69

days before filing. Slxty—flve percent of the couplés reported that the wife had
filed the petition; 30% indicated that the husband had filed; and 5% had flled a
joint petition. 1In contrast; 52% reported. that the wife had wantedrtherdlvorce,

35% stated that the husband wanted the divorce; and 137% indicated that both parties
wanted the divorce about equally. Twenty-sevén percent reported that aspects of
the settlement were contested, other than custody. Sixty-three percent reported
that this was the first separation in thé marriage. Of those who had been separated
before,; 61% reported only one prlor séparation. Couplés were intéerviewed an average
of 147 days after the petitrion was filed (range: 34 to 317 days). Sixty-seven

percent had had their final hearing at the time of the interview.

- ‘.; :
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The couples reported an average of 1. 63 ch11dren from the marriage, a total
of 46 giris and 42 boys. The average age of the children was 7.11 years, with boys
having a mean age of 7.72 and girls of 7.47 years. Nomne of the families had more
than three children from the marriage. Six of the mothers and seven of the fathers
reported having been married previously. Four of the mothers and two of the fathers
reported hav1ng a child from a prior marriage llving with them during the present
marriage; one mother had two children from a prior marriage in her home.

The sample showed a relatively high socioeéconomic level. Fathers reported
an average of 14.6 years of education; mothers reported 13.7 years. The difference
was not significant. The couplés reported an average joint annual income, prior
to separating; of $21,792. O0f that amount; mothers reported ‘contributing $739 )
per month, fathers $1378 per month (F(1,89) = 18.11, p <-.0001). At the time of
the interview, mothers reported a mean monthly income of $798, fathers $1225 ex-—

cluding child support and maintenance paid or received (F(1,98) = 8.:8, P < .004) .

Notne of the mothers reported paying child support or maintenarnce to the father.
Forty- sevén fathers reported paylﬁg child support, ,ah average of $&16 per mdnth

well as galnful employment mothers reported,an average monthlyflncome of $1059

from the three sources. Fathers' gross monthly incomé, adding back in what they
were paying in child support and mainteénarnce, averaged $1591.

At thée timé of the interview, eleven of the mothérs reported having rio gainful
employment outside the home. The remaining 44 mothers reported working an average
of 37 hours per week outside the home. All of the fathers stated that they worked
outside the home, an average of 49 hours per week. This difference in hours working
outside the home was significant (F(1;97) = 24.41, p < .0001).

on custody at the t1me of the 1nterv1ew., Of these, 68% decided on custody before or
at the time they separated 12/ ‘decided during the process of f111ng the petltion'
and 20% dec1ded after the petition had been filed. Ten percent reported that custody
was contested or still being negotlated One couple reported that they had decldEd
on split custody {30 couplés reported hav1ng more than one ch11d) Thirteen percent
had jolht custody, and 75/ had dec1ded that the mother was to have custody. ‘None of
tody. Slxty—four percent of the couples reported that they were in complete agreement
about their decisionj the remaining 367 described a decision that was less than con-
sensual. One-way analysis of variance Showeéd a trend (F(1, 100) 3.02, P < ,09) for
fathers to report less agreement about the decision than mothers.

_Interview data. Subjects' responses to the questioﬁs asklng them to descrlbe
the factors they had considered and to_designate which parent each factor favored
to have custody were coded independently by two raters. A judgment was made as to
wh*ch 1tem from the CDF corresponded to the factor mentloned that item number

somethlng not l;sted on the CDF., On,a subsample of,l? subJects 1nterv1ews, the
raters showed B89% agreement on the classification of the factors mentioned, accordlng
to the equivalent CDF iteém. They showed 957 agreement on coding favorab111ty to
hHave cusgtody using a three-catégory system: favors mother, favors both equally, and
favors father.

~ The frequency with which various considerations were mentioned by parents is
shown in Table 1. On the average; parents described 4.66 considerations as influ-
encing their decision about custody.
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Across the considerations mentioned, 22% were descrIbed as favafiﬁg the father

to have custody; 61% were described as favoring the mother; and 17% were described
as being equally favorable to both.

Q estlonnalre data. Sub1ects respofisés o1 the CBF-@jiaskingithem toirateithe

1mportance of 20 criterla, were submitted to a multivariate analysis of variance

(MANOVA); using sex of subject as & between—SUbjects var1ab1e:77?he7analzslsishowed
no significant difference between mothers and fathers on the importance ratings.

Post hoc comparison of the differences between Items used the w1th1n—sub3ects
error term from a mixed, repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA).. The Bon-

ferroni t statistic showed that a difference of .92 indicates a rlgnIfIcant differ-

ence between two items. That is, for an item to be considered rated more important

than ariother item, there must be a difference of at least .92 between the two mean =~

ratings. The mean 1mportance rating assigned each item is presented in Tabie 1.

leen the relative consensus between the parents on the Importance rat1ngs,

the ratings were also submitted to a princ1pal components factor. analys1s,rus1ng

orthogonal rotation. This technique allows for the identification of the under-

lying structure of the parents ratings, looking at relat1vely Independent dimen-
sions that underlie parents’ responses. Only three factors emerged that each
accounted for at leasf 10% of the variance in the ratings. Although the labeling

of fdctors is somewhat subJectlve, Factor 1 (50/ of the variance) seemed to reflect

a concern for select1ng a parent who was both in a position to and had an interest

in giving a high prlority to chlldrearlng. FacLor 2 (14/ of the varlance) reflected
more of a corcern with the custodial parent s abllity to maintain the child's social
network, including the child's relationships with relatives and the noncustodial.

parert. Factor 3 (10% of the variance) seemed to reflect a concern for conventional
cultural valu65, such as providing a good education and rellglous and moral tra1n1ng.
Items with loadings of .30 or greater on these three factors are reported in Table 2.

The CDF-C had two additional items, rated on ll-point scales. The first ad-
dressed subJects confldence that the best decision poss1ble had been made, the second

asked subjects to rate their satisfaction with the dec1s1on. _Submitted to one—way
ANOVA, both items showed a significant effect for sex of subject (F(1,99) = 13.20,

p < .001; F(1,97) = 26.52, p < :001, respectively). Fathers reported s1gnIf1cant1y

less confldence in and satIsfactIon with the custody decision than did mothers:

SubJects rat1ngs,of the extent to Wthh each cons1deratlon favored the mother

or the father; In their case, to have custody (CDF-B) were also submitted to a

MANOVA u51ng sex of subJert as a between—subJects factor. Here; sex of subject

showed a highly significant main effect, Hotelling's T = :671 (approximate F(20,75)_

2.52, p.= .002). UnIvarlate ANOVA's showed a s1gn1fIcant difference between mothers'

aﬁd fathers _ratings on all but_two items, placing a child with the parent of the same

sex and placing a chIld with the mother because she is the mother. Mean ratings for

mothers and fathers are presented in Table 3.

Post hoc. comparlson of the d*fferences between items Used the pIthln—subJects

error term for a mixed, repeated measures ANOVA: The Bonferroni t statistic showed

that a mean difference of .91 in the favorab1*1ty ratings of two items indicates
a statistically significant difference in the ratings.

Discussion

a declsIon about custody9" is not possible without further definition of "1mportant."

If "important' means the criteria parents report they actually used ia the decision,




then the results from the interview provide an_answer:. If "important" meansitheiii

criteria parents report they consider to be important; whether or not they use them

in thier own decision, them the results from the questionnaires apply.

In terms of criteria parents actually use, the following were the six most fre—

quently mentloned corisiderations: (1) ability to provide flnancially for the,Ebi?@,,

(2) the parent's sense of responsibility for the child's well-being; (3) the emotional

quality of the parent—child relatlonship, (4) contlnuity in the child's environment ;

§§)7the amrunt of time the parent would spend with the child‘ and (6) the preference
of the child: The six most highly rated criteria present a slightly different picture.

Financial consideration does tiot appear on the list, nor does continuity in the child's

enviromment; time available for the child, or the child's preference. Instead the

emotional stahility of the parent,; the su1tability of the parent's morals or lifestyle,
parenting skille; and whether the parent wants custody move into ascendance.

& llkely explanatlon of th1s d1 crepancy 1s Lhat’ although a number of

criteria are important on. an abstract level; parents narrzw the domain by iden—

tifying only those they deem relevant. to theIr circumstances. It would seem:

logical to infer that parents focus more on- considerations that dlfferentiate

between them: That is;_those con51derations which most clearly favor one. or the

other would be more useful. in making a decision tnan those .on which the parents

are equally balanced: . If parents see themselves as both having about an equally

close relationship with the child that consideration would not help them resolve

their dilemma (unless they are w1111ng to consider joint custody).

Thls raises the quest*on of the extent to which parents have the same percepj,

tion of how_ different criteria favor one or the other.. The results. from the second

questionnaire. present a very. clear picture: _parents. agreed on . the. favorablllty for

custody of only two considerations and one of those two had a preference for the

mother built into the wording of the item:. The. other item addressed the issue of

keeplng the_child with the parent of the same sex;. in a sample where the children

are male and female in about equal numbers, it is not too surprising that the

parents rated it about the same in terms of it favoring neither.one (X = 6:27, 6.28

where 6 = "Favors neither'). On every other item; parents disagreed on the extent

to which the criteria favored self or the ex-spouse to have custody. _The inter-

pretatlon is a little unclear. _It is difficult to say whether fathers rated them-

selves more favorably than mothers rated them or whether fathers rated mothers less

favorably than the mothers rated themselves. In. light of the correspondlng sex dif-

ference on confidence_and_satisfaction.with the. custody dec1s1on, plus noting that

over a third of the sample reported something less than a. consensual . decision, it

becomes clear that the decision process is not.the same for mothers and fathers:

Discrepancies in the outcome of the decision have been documented and. obv1ous for a

long time. Mothers are more likely to retain. custody, and this was true of this sample,

in 75%Z of the cases. 1t is cilear; however, that this outcome. does not necessarlly re—

flect the perceptions of fathers: ._They_see the consxderatlons that go into deciding

custody as less clearly favoring mothers to be the primary custodian. The outcome much

better matches mothers' perceptions of the conditions surrounding the decision:

The findings of the present study have clear 1mp11cat10ns for additlonal research.

They raise the speculation,; for example, as. to whether.the discrepancy between parents

satisfaction with and confidence in a decision correspond to dlscrepancles in percep-

tions of the relative suitability of each parent to retain custody. It may well be

o~
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Ebg;szhen two paren§§7§ee g@e}g F§i§§IVE 501tabi1ity qUIte differengiy, 1?55,
satisfaction with whatever decision s made is bound to result. It would seem

reasonable that, when one or both parties. areigot satisfied with the decision,
This

greater tenSIon and conflict over custodial issues are llkely to. resg;t:

would very likely have negative consequences for the ch11d (Hetherington,igogz
& €ox; 1982; Walilerstein & Keilly; 1980): Although cont1nu1ng parentairgqnfiict

ha§7b§e§7gggugengediegia major threat to children's post-divorce adjustment;.
much remains to be done in identifying precursors. to. that conflict. Identifi-

cation of those contributing factors will be needed before focusedeand effective
intervention with high risk families can be developed.
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Frequency and Importance of Custody Considerations

Frequency Ment ioned

Mean Impor-
tance Rating

Consideration in Intervievs
The paféne asnn'y to provide for the child Financially. 5
The parent S sense of respnnSIbility to the child (making sure 8
the child te eatxng properly, is dressed properly, gets medical
attention when needed);
The emotxonai quaixty of the relatlonship between the child and 54
parent (eig.; trust; warmth; and interest that aré mitual).
The parent S ablltty to provide stable, continuing involvement b2
in the same neighborhood (e.g., same home, same school).
The anount of tiie the parent would spend with the child if he/ 37
she did receive custody,
The wishes or preference of the child (e.g., does the child 2
usually prefer being with one parent over the other).
The parent's noral charactér ot Lifestyle being suitable for 3%
raising a child
The parent's parenting skills (e.g., has reasonable expecta- 2%
tions of the child; knows how to handle misbehavior, encourages
the development of the child's talents and abilities),
Tié dioutt of tine the parent would spend with the chitdd iF he/ 16
she did not receive custody (availability for visitation).
Whether the parent vants to have custody, 15
The parent's W1111ngness to maintain a reasonably good relationshlp 15
with the other parent (eig:; discussing decisions related to the
child; not trying to turn the child against the other parent).
The parent béing réasonébly étéblé, méntélly and enoticnally; 15

9,01
10,45 |
10:34 7

7.95

9,90

9.15

995 ¢

9.99 §

9,49

10.00

9.79

10.23 3
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Table 1 (Continued)

Frequency Mentiod  Mean Tmpor-,

ften | Consideration in Interviens tence i
4 Keeping the child with the mother, because she is the mother. 15 5,14
0 The pateat's reluctance to get imolved in 2 legal battle over W 8.79
custodys
'8 The parent's ability and willingness to provide contact wi‘h 10 8,60
the child's other relatives,
J  Placing the child with the parent of the sane sex. 9 3,59
i The parent's willingness to continue the child's réligious or 6 3.58
motal training,
6 The parent's ability to prpvidé_accééé toa gooa school (not 6 .92
necessarily the same orle the child has been attending),
10 The patent's proper usé of aleohol or drigs. 1 9,66
11 Physical health of the parent (absence of any dlsease or 0 8,64

physical condition that would interfere with the parent
taking care of thé child),

Ttens vere rated on an Hi-point scale, 1 = OF Ltle Tortance to 11 = Bighly Taportant, The critieal dif
ference between items is .92

[C

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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- ~ TABLE {#2 3
Factor Loadings for Importance Ratings
Item , , Loadings , )
' Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
1. Whethéer the parént wants to have custody. 45
3. Placing a child with the parent of the same sex. .30 .53
5. The parent's ability to provide stable continuing .57
involvement in the same neighborhood.
6. The parent's ability to provide accéss to a good .55
school.
7. The parent's willingness to continue the child's .30
religious or moral training.
8. The parent's ability and willingness to provide .34
contact with the child's other relatives.
9. The parent being reasonably stable, mentally and .32 - .33
emotionally.
10. Th~ parent's proper use of alcohol and drugs. .68
11. Physical health of the parent. .66
12. The parent's sense of responsibility to the child. .77
13. The parent's moral character or lifestyle being .65 .30

suitable for raising a child.
15. Thé parent's willingness to maintain a reasonably .61
good relationship with the other parent.
16. The amount of time the parent would spend with the .60
child if he/she did not receive custody.

18. Ebe qutioﬁéi qpéiity of the réiétionsﬁip between .32

the child and the parent.
19. The parent's parenting skills. .45
20. The parent's reluctancé to get into a iegal battle 47

over custody.

-
0

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



10,

11,

12,

13,

14

TABLE 3

Mean Ratings of the Extent to bhich a

Consideration is Tavorable to a Parent Having Custody™

The wishes or preference of the child (evg., does the child usually prefer
being with one parent over the other);

Whether the parent wants to have custody,

Placing & child with the parent of the same sex;

Keeping the child with the mother; because she is the mother.

The parent's ability to provide stable continuing involvement in the same
neighborhood (e:g., same home, same school),

The parent's ability to provide access to a good School (ot nécessarily
the same one the child has been attending),

Each parent's willingness to continue with the child's religious or moral
training, '

The parent‘s ability and wiiiingnéss to prOVidé contact with the child's
other relatives, ‘

' The pateit béing reasonably stabls, mentally and emotionally.

The parent's propér isé of aleohdl or drugs.

Physical health of the parent (thé absnecé of any diseas or physical cons
dition that would interfere with the parent taking care of the child).

The parent's sense of responsibility to the child (naking sure the child Is
eating properly, is dressed properly, gets medica] attention when needed).

The parent's moral character or Lifestyle being suitable for raising a child,

Mothers  Pathers
8.8 6,40
6.27 6.28
8,27 1,66
.63 6.4
7.3 6.15
7.4 6.13
7.41 5,38
5,18 5.28
1.3 5,91
6,67 5,66
8,45 6,17
7.84 5,51

o

.

khk

KK
ik

*kk

*kk

Kk



14,

15,

16,

17,

19,

20,

15

TABLE 3 (Continued)
Iten

The parent's abitity to provide for the child financially.

The parent 5 wxiixngness to maintain a reasonably good relarionship with

the other parent (e.g., discussing decisions related to the child, not

trying to torn the child against the other parent).

‘The amount of time the parent would spend with the child if he/she did

not receive custody (availability for visitation),

The anount of tine the narent would spend with the child if he/she did
recelve custody.

. The enotional quality of the relationship between the child and the

parent (e.e., trust, warnth, and affection that are mutual),

The parent's parenting skills (e.g., has reasonablé éxpéctations of the
child; knows how to handle misbehavior, encourages the development of
the child's talents and abilities),

The parent's reluctance to gét into a legal battle over custody (e.g.,

willingness to work out an agreement about custody and visitation with

the other parent), |

Significance

Mothers  Fathers
576 430 it
7,33 5.7 Hkk
6.82 5,38 Kk
8,04 5,87 ik
8.2 5,53 ik
8.16 5,87 ik
7,04 6.13 :

“tehs were rated on an 11-point scale, 1 = Highly favorable for the father to 11 = Highly favorable for the mother

2, s s L . R e
The critical difference between items, using the Bonferroni ¢ statistic, is .91

3The significance levels for the difference between mothers' and fathers' ratings:

© <05

- ERIC
7 ***p <005 21
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